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Within court to not be convicted of a crime, the defence of insanity must be proven, for this to happen it must be proven that the defendant, during the time they were committing the act that they did not have control or know what they were doing or that the act they were undertaking was illegal and wrong, from a disease of the mind. The defendant must prove that he or she is not guilty by the reason of insanity, also know as the special verdict. Due to the defendant not being found guilty of the crime, but guilty by reason of insanity, the crown court can do what they think is right for the person, this is known as disposal, the defendant will be emitted into hospital and detained or placed under a supervision order. They will not be released until the Secretary of State deems that the persons mental health does not create a risk to themselves or to the public (Law Commission, 2013a). 
[bookmark: _Hlk68174658]While the defendant may not be guilty due to reason of insanity, the defendant can also be released on the defence of automatism. The insanity defence means that the person has something wrong mentally, whereas automatism is where the defendant has no control over their body during the time, they are committing the crime, but if the person purposely made themselves lose control through drug use or drinking, the defendant is seen as guilty (Law Commission, 2013b). A case law of automatism is Broome v Perkins (1987) where the defendant failed to eat enough food after an injection of insulin due to being diabetic, therefore going into a hypoglycaemic trance like state, cause his driving to be extremely dangerous, which ultimately ending up crashing into another car. The Defendant was charged with driving without due care and attention, D was found not guilty due to automatism. 

According to Law Commission (2013c) the current problems within the Insanity Act 1964 and why it needs to be reformed are the act is not up to date with recent understanding of the mental state of individuals, therefore it is lacking information within the modern period, therefore the act is sometimes used wrong or medical professionals do not use the correct legal test.  Moreover, the word ‘insane’ is considered outdated when used to describe someone with a mental illness and is morally wrong when describing someone with learning disabilities or those with epilepsy. 
Howard (2003) suggests that there needs to be a clear difference between having a mental illness and being labelled as insane. Howard further explains how it is also unfair to allow the label of ‘guilty but mentally ill’ onto the defendant, there needs to be a term that is both suitable for describing ‘mentally ill’ and ‘insane’ defendants, where it is modern and fair and does not cause offence to those involved. Furthermore, the suggestion for the term is that of ‘an aberration of normal mental functioning present at the time of the commission of the alleged offence’. 
[bookmark: _Hlk69054244][bookmark: _Hlk67491209]Looking at M’Naghten Rules (1843), disease of the mind is a complicated factor for insanity, the definition of disease of the mind is complicated and other factors are looked at instead of just psychiatric disorders, such as schizophrenia. Looking into the case of R v Charlson (1995) The court assumed that diseases like cerebral tumour and epilepsy,  are not diseases of the mind even though they can make the person unable to control their actions, proved within  the case of R v Sullivan (1984) the defendant had an epileptic fit during this time they kicked and injured a man, the defendant pleaded on the defence of insanity but not automatism, the House of Lords stated that epilepsy is a disease of the mind due to the fact that the defendant was unable to know what they were doing, and that they were unable to mentally control themselves, the defendant was found not guilty by reason of insanity. 
Furthermore, Case Law is an issue within the act, it is incoherent and confusing, due the to fact the term ‘disease of the mind’ is not subjected to one or two psychiatric disorders, the term is unfit for purpose within the modern day. In the House of Lords, Lord Dennington in Bratty v Attorney – General for Northern Ireland (1993) explained that diseases such as schizophrenia and other psychoses, are known to be Diseases of the mind, Lord Denning explains that in R v Charlson that the judge Barry J, as mentioned earlier, assumed that diseases like cerebral tumour and epilepsy,  are not diseases of the mind. Lord Denning does not agree with this, explaining that any mental disorder that ultimately leads to violence and which could happen again in the future, is a disease of the mind (Mermon, 2006). 
Law commission (2006a) explained in that under section 2 of the Homicide Act (1957) that to be able to prove diminished responsibility the defendant must be able to provide evidence of mental abnormality. Within the Law Commission (2006b) paper it shows the change within the act and how Diminished Responsibility will affect the law on insanity. The recommendation by the Law Commission is described as a more restrictive version of the law, meaning that it is more difficult to prove that the defendant is insane. Therefore, meaning that there is a very small difference between diminished responsibility and the Insanity Act 1964. The recommendations made will allow new medical conditions to be taken into account when they defendant pleads diminished responsibility. 
In conclusion from researching the subject the Insanity defence is in need of reform due to the fact that the act is not in line with recent research and modern understanding of what the mental state of people is. The word insane is also outdated the professionals no longer use the word to describes someone’s mental state as it can be offence to their families and friends, and to those who suffer with epilepsy and other illnesses.
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During the time Ali and his friends started making comments towards Colin and Colin retaliated and started the fight Ali would not be charged with anything due to the fact that Colin started the fight where he could have walked away. Ali punched Lee the doorman, due to this fact Ali at first would be charged with assault by beating under Common Assault, s.39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. 
Assault is defined by threatening someone or attempting to engage into a situation where you mean to do them harm with physical violence or in some cases such as R v Ireland (1997) where the defendant made numerous phone calls to the victim where the defendant was silent, therefore causing the victim to be in fear which led to them suffering with psychological trauma from the calls. Battery is defined as the actual physical contact of them threats being made, it is the defendant intentionally or recklessly causes unlawful force onto the victim.
Looking at the actus reus of his actions Ali physically punched the doorman which led to Lee being knocked out unconscious, the mens rea of this is the fact that Ali mentally knew what he was doing at that moment he had full control of his actions, and intentionally and recklessly punched Lee. The case law of DPP v Little (1992) shows how assault and battery are two separate offences, in this instance Ali committed both offences at this time, Ali swung at Lee to punch him, which is assault, he made contact and knocked out Lee meaning he committed battery. 
Once Lee had been to the hospital for his injuries, he died meaning that Ali would now be guilty of  involuntary manslaughter, under the Corporate Manslaughter and Corporate Homicide Act 2007. Ali has committed the unlawful act manslaughter (UAM) which is also known as the ‘unlawful and dangerous act manslaughter. Involuntary manslaughter is where the defendant has no intent of killing the victim or causing grievous bodily harm (GBH)  from their actions, but the victim dies due to the consequences of what they have done. Unlawful Act Manslaughter is where the defendant’s action is proved to be voluntary and intentional, but they did not intend for the victims’ injuries to be fatal. Looking at the actus reus of unlawful manslaughter and Ali’s actions, the conduct element is where Ali punched Lee which caused the results. The circumstance element is that Ali was guilty of battery as soon as he punched Lee does not know what the results of his actions would be, but he may of knew what risks of punching someone could be and what harm he could bring to his victim. Finally, the result element is the death of the victim from the base element that Ali committed. The mens rea of Ali’s actions, was that it was his own choice to punch Lee meaning his actions were voluntary. 
During the case of R v Larkin (1943) the defendant waved a razor about which had the intention of scaring his mistress’s lover, his mistress was drink therefore falling against the razor which ended to be fatal, the defendant was guilty of manslaughter. In Ali’s situation it is very similar due to the fact that Ali had no intention of killing Lee but unlike the case Lee also acted with intention when he punched Lee whereas in the case there was only a threat which ended to be fatal. Furthermore, during DPP v Newbury and Jones (1976) two teenage defendants pushed a stone slab from a bridge onto a train coming into their direction which killed the guard, during this case it was said that  even though the defendant did not for see any harm their acts were dangerous and unlawful which still caused the train drivers death. Therefore, meaning that they knew what they were doing but they did not know what the outcome would be.  
Once Ali stabbed Colin and Coilin died, Ali would also be guilty of murder, murder is the intentional killing of a person. Looking at the actus reus of murder the first element to take into consideration is the actual unlawful killing by an act or omission, the second element is that the victim is required to be a human being, the last is that the killing must be in the Queen’s peace which means killing is only permitted during the time of war and any other time is illegal. The mens rea of murder is the malice aforethought which is the intention to kill or to cause grievous bodily harm (GBH). Ali’s actions fall under all of these elements due to the fact that he intentionally caused grievous bodily harm by stabbing Colin which eventually dying from his actions. Looking at R v Woollin (1999) during this case there is a debate over proving the mens rea of the defendants’ actions which their act causes GBH, but it ends up being fatal, there is a debate on how they prove that the defendant’s intention was to murder and not just cause GBH. During the case of R v Nedrick (1986) the defendant drove to the victim’s house pouring petrol though the letter box and lighting it causing a fire within the house, as a result a child died, and the defendant was charged with murder. During the case in court, it was questioned that has the jury taken into account that death or serious injury would occur from the defendants’ actions and was the defendant aware that death was a big factor in the outcome of his actions. 
Looking at Ali’s it can be proved that his actions by stabbing Colin was sufficient enough to cause GBH, serious injury would always occur from his actions, and from stabbing someone he would be aware of the consequences that could amount to death being a big factor in this situation. Ali would be found guilty of all of these offences for his actions. 
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